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By the ſame Au rHoOxR, 
Printed for J. Jonnson, Bookſeller, No. 725 
St. Paul's Church-Yard, Lowpow 3; 


1. FREE REMARKS on a SERMON, entitled, The 
Requiſition of Subſcription to the 39 Articles 
or the Church of England not inconſiſtent 

with Chriſtian Liberty. ls. 


2. A LeTTzR to Dr. Balguy on the ſubject of 


his CHARGE, delivered to the Archdeaconry 
of WINCHESTER, in the Year 1772. 1s. 
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. A New Scheme of Suoxr Han ; being an 
© > Improvement upon Mr. Byrom's Univer/al 


eli Short-Hand, 10s. 6d, 
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H ESE ſheets would" have been 


$1 


ſooner preſented to the public, : 


121 


| having been, for the moſt part, drawn 


1 


up early in the winter, had not an un- 


ſettled ſtate of health prevented. — 
They do not enter into the ſubject of 
polygamy direcity, but only conjequentials 
H. Vet as the ſundamental principle 
of Thelyphthora, it is hoped, is compleat- 
ly overthrown ; the author of that 
work (who is hereby challenged to re. 
ph) muſt be obliged, al leaſt, to change 
his ground, in order to lodge his darling 
in ſecure intrenchments. But Tam 


very willing to follow him, if the public 


ſhall approve what is already. done. 
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I find no diſinclination to examine 


his other arguments in favour of poly» 


gamy; nor what he has advanced con- 


cerning Chriſts giving no new lqu.— 
But I ſhall attend to the feelings of my 


fellow-citizens; and not trouble them 


' 


further (if I find it would be di agree 
able) with a ſubject, which, moſt pro- 


bably, has already become tireſome. 


BikMINGHAM, 
May 21, 1781. 


* The references are made to the ff volume, and the rf 
edition.—The ſccondedition, will, moſt probably, (ell fowl, 
as the curiofity of the public is already pretty well gratified. 

1 have read his work repeatedly ; though with great a- 


 tigue.—And leave it to the wirtwous ladies, to thank our 


author, for oppoſing their PRIDE to the FRAILTY of the 
vicious. 


+ Second edit. pref. page 26. 
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THELYPHTHORA, Kc. 
Tur asse that, Peron jon 
between the ſexes, is the marriage- 
+. 1, ordinance appointed by Gon, is 
the foundation - ſtone of the ſuperſtructure, 


which the author of Thehpbtbora has 
erected; to the gratification and delight 


of many, aud the ee and griet 
9 ere 12 
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- SG 4s 


Hi It "this 3 7 a 3 be- 
comes the wife of the man, who has the 
fir perſonal knowledge of her. And of 


conſequence (for this is the avowed mean- 
ing of our author) any man married or un- 
5 B 3 married, 
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BG 
married, may appropriate to himſelf-under 
the honourable idea of wrves, and in per- 
fect conſiſtency ' with the divine law, as 

many women, who have not before known 
man, as he can prevail upon to indulge 


_ 70 * 
BESS, 


The truth of the 1 2 from which 
this alarming concluſion is ner Fr is the 


perro of our r preſent rap! 5 G00 by a ; 


om 
7 


2 When fays'T6; +< the great and all- 
« wife creator had formed man upon the 
— earth, male and A He 16 them, 


"Mar backer, — allows, inconfifenth rn that 
Jetrabbeil Gemen occaioir is exception to his general rule. 
But if betrothing appropriates a woman, and renders her a 
wife, which our author avers, and which he fairly proves to 
have been the caſe, by the ordinance of God, under the 
Mat atſpenſation, tl then a man and woman may become 
huſband and wife, evithout perſonal union. QF. this mare 
Notice will be taken hereafter. It is ſurprizing that our 
author has not e to | pay the leaſt regard | to the caſe 
of Aae 15 817417 


; "+ 7h ents te ator of e gu. 
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and ſaid unto them, be fruitful and multi- 
« ply, and repleniſh the earth. Gen. i. 28. 
“This command was to be fulfilled in a 


«* way of Gop's own appointment; that is 


te to ſay, by the union of the man and wo- 


nan in perſonal knowledge of each other. 
„This is the only marriage-ordinance 
« which we find revealed in the ſacred 
10 ſeriptures. 


It is a very unfortunate affair for an au- 
thor to trip at the entrance of his work; 
and to his readers it is always ominous.— 
What will our author ſay, if here be no 
command, no marriage-ordinance, nor any de- 
ſeription of the manner of propagation at 
all?---I leave the text to the public judg- 
ment And God BLESSED them, and 
« God ſaid unto them, Be fruitful and 
multiply and repleniſh the earth. Gen. 


1. 28. 


Page 18. i res 1 
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No ſagacity, but that of our author, 
could have diſcovered, that a BLESSING was 
a command. And if here be no command, 

as is moſt evident, there can be no ordinance. 
has the fine- ſpun bypothefis, which has 
fo long engaged the public attention, is in 
danger of vaniſhing i into air. And for ap- 
pointing perſonal union, as the mode of con- 
tracting conjugal-affini/y, no text is to be 
found ; ſeeing the above, which, Th. ſays, 
contains * the only marriage - ordinanee 
« which ' be finds revealed in the ſacred 
« ſcriptures,” is totally filenf 8 the 
9 


Thus we ſee, that 75. ſets out, in his 
voluminous work, with a capital error 
to enforce it, he frequently utters the moſt 
tremendous outcries and denunciations, 
againſt thoſe who do not believe it to be 
a truth. J hope, notwithſtanding, to prove 
that there is much more revealed on the 

ſubject 


1 9 1 
ſubject of marriage, than 75. is willing to 
allow; and that his licentious doctrine is 
GO groundleſs. — 8. 


roi this ae I ſhall here NE | 
my readers, with the account of the mar- 
riage of our firſt parents, as given by the 
Sacred hiſtorian, ; 
For Adain there was not found a help- 
% meet for him. And the Loxp God 
% cauſed a deep ſleep to fall upon Adam, 
and he flept : and he took one of his 
* ribs, and cloſed up the fleth inſtead there- 
* of, And the rib which the Loxp God 
« had taken from man made he a n 
and brought her unto the man. And 
Adam ſeid, This is now bone of my bone 
and fleſhof my fleſh: ſhe ſhall be called 
« woman, becauſe ſhe was taken out of 
« man. Therefore ſhall a man leave his 
father and his mother, and ſhall cleave 
** unto his wife: and they ſhall be one 


« fleſh.” 


L 16 ] 

e fleſh.” 80 God created man in his 
te own inge. in the image of God created 
« he him, male and female created he 
« them, And God BLESSED them, and 
% God ſaid unto them, Be fruitful, and 
% multiply, and repleniſh the earth. Gen. 
11. 20, 25, and Gen. i. 27, 28, 


Whether we underſtand Zhis account of 
the formation of Eve literally; or ſuppoſe, 
that Adam dreamed, that a woman was 
formed from his fide ; ſill it is evident, 
that Gop created her to be his wife, that 
he impreſſed upon his mind ſuch ideas as 
were calculated to attach him to her, and 
brought and gave her unto him as @ wife. 9 
If any perſon ſhould object to the idea of an infinite Be- 


ing aſſuming a perſonal form, I wiſh him to obſerve, that the 
objection does not affect my argument, provided that it be 


allowed, that /ome Being was authorized to act as the Repre- 


ſentative of the uosT uẽl on this occaſion.— And if Th. 

ſhould ſay, that the giving is not mentioned in the text, I 
ſhould aſk him, what connection there is between the bring- 
ing and the % hg without it.—It is worthy of obſervation, 
that giviag the woman was a cuſtom in the remoteſt ages. 


Thus 


k 


T: Ts 


3.2 ap; 6 


| | Thus the firſt ada was 
formed and compleated, without any (axual 
intercourſe or perſonal union. I ay, com: 
pleated.inſomuch, that had there been 
another man beſides Adam in Eden, and 
had Eve voluntarily yielded to his en- 
braces, beſare perſonal union with Adam, 
as well as aſter, ſnie had bean an adultereſs, 
and the man an adulterer. a 13 22111 
Here is a ron, * fr} inſtance of 
marriage previous to perſonal union, not 
to be equalled, it is true. But can Th, al- 
ledge any reaſon, Why it ſhould: not be 
imitated, ſo far that ſome | previous FORM 
be continued? Are not; the actions of the 
Deity at leaſt as ſignificant of his inten- 
tions as his verbal iuſtructions? And here 
ſuch inſtructions are not recorded, may 
we not, with certainty, draw aur conclu- 
fhons from what our Creator has done? 

Were 


* e 


E 1] 


Were not the bringing, the giving, the bleſ- | 


Ang, plain indications of the intention of 


Gop? Could be not, without the previous 
ſteps above recited, have directed the man 
and woman to each other, by an apparent 
accident? And would not the jn/tinftive 
conſequence have ſufficiently ſanckified the 
connection, upon our author's ſcheme ? 
Certainly it would. What ſolid reaſon 
then can be aſſigned for' an ittrotaFory 
FORM, but the 0i/l of our heavenly F ather, 


that the perſona! union HOUR not take 
we” without ail . 


It is err e that no form 
is recorded to . have been preſcribed at this 
time; yet there is ſome foundation fot 
believing, that a general direction may have 
been/given. For it is obſervable; chat all 
the world over (or nearly ſo) men have one 
idea in common, reſpecting the matrimonial 


= connection; - . That the perſonal 


: union 


[: 13. 1 


union ought to be preceded by ſome. cere· 
mony ; and, without one, the union is ge. 
nerally eſteemed unlawful... An opinion, ſo 
univerſal | 15 not eaſily accounted for, but 
upon the ſuppoſition of an original command. 
upon this. head. And we ſhould remem- 
ber, that the account of tranſactions, in this 
very early period, iS. extremely. conciſe ; ;. 
and many W very deſirable to be 
known, are omitted, 


my 


But wha becomes of this reaſoning, | 


ſtill, however, the pattern of the frft mar- 
riage would be, and ought to be eſteemed 


ſacred. And therefore ſome ſolemnity uſed, 


to create the matrimonial union before 
matrimonial freedoms. And this ſolem- 
nity, be it what it may, 1s univerſally in- 
tended by the term marriage. Where the 
ceremony is fooliſh and abſurd, it is a bad 
imitation of the patterns which Go origi- 
nally ſhewed to the world. But where 

7 e enen 


Ce 
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4 1. 
none at all ĩs uſed, we are certainly autho- 
riſed to ſay, that the 'pair are not joined to- 
gether as God willeth. Which leads us to 


theſe farther -conclufions, that theit con- 
nection is not lawful ; and that mankind 


are perfectly right, in the prevailitig idea, 


that marriage ſhould precede” the perſonal 


union, and is theref6re diſtinct from it.— 
What a pleaſing reflection is it, that the 
world continues to ſhow /ome deference to 
the example ſet before them in the fr/f 
marriage! which was performed with un- 
paralleled ſolemnity the Deity preſenting 
and giving the woman to Adam, previouſly 
to the natural conſequence, the perſonal 
union. | 


Our author however contends that the 


rite, or, as he terms it, the ordinance, of 


marriage, is no other than the act of union 
itſelf. Which is only ſaying in other 
words, that no ordinance, nor any rite is ne- 


_ cefſary 


15 ] 
ceſſary. for contracting conjugal affinity. The 
contrary is, I hope, already ſhown. Not- 
withſtanding which, I ſhall proceed to re- 


move the difficulties which our author has 
thrown 1 in our way. | 


- 


In order to do this Keb we muſt 
attend to one circumſtance of the original 


marriage, upon- which we have hitherto 


founded no 1 Kn 


e e Gop's ne the 


woman to Adam, the latter is deſcribed as 


exclaiming. This is now bone of my 
“ bone, and fleſh of my fleſh ! ſhe ſhall be 
called woman, becauſe ſhe was taken out 


« of man ! Therefore ſhall a man leave fa- 
ther and mother, and ſhall cleave unto 


« his wife, and 80 ſhall. be one fleſh!” 
Gen. ii. 23, 4. | 


The reaſon of the expreſſion, © they ſhall 
be one fleſh !” Th, aſſerts to be, the perſonal 


union. 
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16 J 
union. Now if this were admitted, as na 
doubt it has been, it follows, © that, before 
perſonal union, Eve was not the wife of 
Adatn, and therefore perſonal union would 
be the act of marriage.“ This 1 deny. 
The enquiry then is, to what does there- 
fore in the above · quoted paſſage refer ?--- 
Upon this head there can be no diſpute. 
It refers to the words which immediately 
precede, ** ſhe ſhall be called woman, be- 
« cauſe ſhe was taken out of man!“ 
THEREFORE, becauſe ſhe was taken out of 
man, they ſhall be one feb; or ſhall be 
conſidered as one perſon, In ſcripture ſtile 
fleſh very commonly means per ſon. . What 
then is ſaid in the above paſſage reſpectiug 
the union of which Th. ſpeaks? Undoubt- 
edly nothing. ' But the whole refcrs to the 
tranſaction which had taken place, or 
which Adam dreamed to have taken place, 


| + See Plalm lvi. 4. Lxxviti. 39, Kc. 


during 


1 171 ] 
during his deep ſleep ; namely, the forma- 
tion of the woman HENS one of his ribs. 


Infidels, and even many chriſtians, have 
ſcoffed at "is account, of the formation 
of woman; but I am unable to con- 
ceive of ideas more conducive to en- 
ſure mutual love, and promote mutual 
felicity in the marriage · ſtate. The, wift be- 
ing ſuppoſed ts have originally conſtituted a 
fart of” the huſband, is always to be regarded : 
as a part of bim; ſo that both- huſband and. 
wiſe are to be efteemed” one fleſh, or ont 
reed. .es ng ale with the 


e n 
tranſlate eg pan adbexchit 1M uxore ſua, Gen. ii. 
Which, on account of the exceſſive immodefly of the. 
Hen Gerte the Engl reader muſt excuſe my leaving 
unexplained. He puts the ſame conſtruction upon the 
word Tig>oxonSiioslas, by which the LXX. have rendered. 
the Hebrew verb.—Now we find the very ſame phraſeology 
in Ruth, i. 14. ** Orpah, kiſſed her mother in law, but 
Ruth cLavz vnTo HER, 7 Ma, which, to be con- 
allent wih himſelf, Tb. ſnould tranſlate adbefit 18 7 


What kind of cleaving is meant, is perfeQly well explained 
© in 


ho e — 7 — — - 
| Pr OE ata" R a — 


18 J 


« But,” ſays Th. © that this onengf aroſe 
from this ac of union, and from the com- 


« mand conſequent upon it, that they 
ce ſhould be one fleſh is evident, from the 
& apoſtles reaſoning,” 1 Cor. vi. IS, 16. 


in verſes 16, 17, And Ruth ſaid, . 
vill go: and where thou lodgeſt I will lodge: thy peo- 
<< ple ſhall be my people, and thy God my God: where 
thou dieſt I will die, and there will I be buried: the: 
** Lord ſo do to W and more alſo, if ought but death. 
part thee and me.” —This paſſage might have taught 
our author, that PI when applied to perſons, is a word ex- 


preſſive of a connection of friendbip and love; that the 


LXX. meant more by Ilge il, it is impoſlible he 
ſhould ew, as that is a word implying a cle attachment 
or adberence, without reſtriction to any particular kind of cor. 
nefion. Th, farther obſerves, that in Mare. xix. 6. our 
Lord, in the direction What Gov hath joined rogether, 

let not man put aſunder,” uſes the word ETNEZETEEN, 


hath joined or yoked together, as the efe# of the cauſe expreſſed 
by Tpooxonantia]ai, be Gall cleave or be joined to. That 
is, according to Tb. A cleaving or joining to is the feof 


iel What criticiſm is this? Had he inſiſted, that be. 


ing joined or yohed together, implied a neceſſity 2 
together, we ſhould have excuſed the pun, and thought he 


had ſpoken to the purpoſe. | 
45 li. 


1 wiſh to know upon what authority 
Th. ſuppoſes, that an act of union had taken 
place, before theſe words were uttered, 
There is no mention of any ſuch cireum- 
ſtance... But a much better reaſon is af- 
Ggned by Moſes for their being eſteemed 
one perſon. » | 


With reſpect” to the apoſtles e | 
it is as follows, Know ye not that your 
* badies are the members of Chriſt? ſhall 
6c 1. then take the members of Chriſt, and 
8 make them the members of a harlot? — 
« God forbid! ! What, know ye not, that 
4 he that is joined to a harlot is one body ? 


on For TWO, faith he(on dit, it 1s ſaid) Hall be 
c one fleſh.” © This, faith our author, ſeems 


very fully. to determine, not only the 


ſtrictneſs of "the narriage union, but that 


1159 VIGO. 


which conſtitutes 1 it in the fight of C Go.“ | 


HH © +++ 


ot Dem nor this al@,7"* ſem, "ery full todetermine” chat, 
if Two ſhall be ove fleſh,” three or four, Kc. will be more 
than one fleſh ? 

C2 | It 


I 61 


It happens (very unfor tiinately indeed for 


Th tat the Pye neither is, nor can be 


ſpeaking! of a real” marriage union it in this 
plate. A man doth nat, upon the very 


principles of Th. hirafelf, form a matrimo- 
nia connection by petſonal knowledge of 


a Harlat. According to the prrvailing 
opinion, i if both be unmarried, the man 
commits kmple fornication ; if either be 


5 12 is guilty of adultery. But * | 


SaaS S@#&5 = 


ſuch knowledge. For the harlot, if Pu 


onal- union be the marriage union, | is in 
reality ther 17 vife of the man with whom the 
had the fic 5 ſexual commerce. 5 


14 + &%- QA 9 8 ; 'S 
* 


- 


The apoſtle ! in the above paſſage i is ber. | 


ſuading | the Ephefian converts, not to in- 


| dulge themſelves in fornication, (a crime 


which cannot Poſſibly exiſt upon © dur au- 


thor's 


a} 
» 4 


L 1 4] 


.thors ſcheme, 5 — of the diſhonour 
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9 they would reflect upon Gori jt or beten. 


I | "ins, dither gence Sk 
; {ubjeRt of 1. ſpruication a . and wboredom, P- 45757. But ſure- 


ly to very little © nd with much id 
He defines —— uiehs hah nitle] given to 3 
ee the, offence, io he. K woman r her 


*-, perſon to a man, without any intent 'of » marriage, Bat ei- 
ter for the mere gratification of la, or for ais or bie, 
I we depanting from that man ito-gthers,for (he ame pur- 
\ Pen” p. 50. —-And Fernicatios he conſiders as The 
name given to che offence which the man commits in ſuch 
2 mp commerce; v i. el the Man's having peeſodal-union 
with a woman * yield without intent of gerriggtrr And 
117 here is {6 neceſſqry i in addition to ſuch union, not- 
withſtanding we are ſo often told the cantrar; i this ſome- 
| thing; this ur is added by the ole authority oß our quthor.. 
For ſays he, p. 47, % Where 2. man ar woman became 
on ; Perſpnally, united to each other,- they arc one feſb, and are 
L fotdidden to put cb be bibiy.” Ts ie tn urdinähce 


of marriage, and the eri one which. is revealed in che ſa- 


cred. ſeriptures. „Now if Our author has taken the li- 
berty. wo add but one circulnſlanits is the Krill eodimerce, 
As neceffuy or eſſential xo marriage. he hazelteQually over- 


thrown himſelf; and becomes ſubirct to, thoſe, dreadful 
charges which he brings againſt ſuch as deny the all. ſuffici- 


u of the * ſimple act of unden. And if h&/quir this 


- iground,/ and confine him ſelf to his darfing Act, I deſy him 


h ;the gail at trafted. 
erden 8 i of frage e 


8 C 3 ty 
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"RP 


ty = it. To place the iniquity of their 
committing "this crime in the ſtrongeſt 

light poſſible, he ſuggeſts, that they be- 
ing members of Chr;ft, and perſonal union 
being the natural conſequence of marriage, 
they ſeemed, by ſuch illicit gratifications, 
to teach, that Chriſt was married to, and 

therefore one with a harlot; or, in other 

words, that chriftianity was wedded to for- 
nication. Agreeably to this, he argues in the 
following manner: Ve are the members 
of Chri ift, and would you. diſhonour him 
« by uniting his members with. a, proſti- 
a tute.? Gop forbid! For ye know this 
* would be, to unite Chr: with a harlot. 
„ And, as Enotwledge of a woman is an act 
« which ſu ppoſes previous marriage, you 
Nane declare, by this fin, that Criſt 

« 1s the huſband of a harlot. He, therefore, 
and a harlot would be repreſented as 
_ * one; for it is fad of a huſband and a 
* wife, that o hall be confi dered as one 

| e 
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« perſon.” . The olle general idea was 


this: If fornication were, practiſed by 


. . chriſtians, and ſeen to. ariſe even out of a 


religion, profeſſedly ſo pure as that of Je- 
ſus, the chriſtian ſcheme would be thought 


to encourage it, and. fornication be ſup- 


poſed to conſtitute a; part of the. general 


plan; as much as a, wife. was underſtood 
to be a part of her huſband, in conſe- 


quence of | Eve's —_ an or being 
N I! 19 Y $45 


| Whether this Ht aug be eo 
or not, it is already ſhown, that the apo/ſile 
is not ſpeaking of real marriage, and of 


conſequence, not of the per ſonal unian, as 


forming matrimonial affinity. 
66? 411 1K Abi . ie agb 
I ſhall now prove that Sv. Paul under- 
ſtood the words, 5 they ſhall be one fleſh,” 
in the ſenſe in which I have explained 


them, and agreeably to their "original in- 


VE 13 
tention. , 
n 


3 e 


In 230 v. 28, 32. ame brit the We 
| which the huſband ought to entertain for 
the wife, he compates'it' to that which 
Cbriſ hath for his church; both as to the 
degree in which it ſhould be exerciſed, and 
"the reaſon there is for it. So ought 
men to love tireir wives, as their ow 
e Bodies (he that loveth his wife loveth him- 
elf) for no man ever yet bated his owN 
« fleſh” (plainly referring to the woman's 
being formed out of the man) but © nou- 
4 fiſheth and chetifheth -it, even as the 
_ «Loox the church.” Then he aſſigns the 
"reafon of Carts 7%: love to his church ;--- 
For we are members of His body, of His 
« fleſh, and of His bones. Of courſe H 
loveth his church; and, for the ſame rea- 
ſon, the man ought equally to love his 7e 
« For this cauſe ſhall a man leave his fa- 
"7 ther and mother and ſhall be joined tc 


* his wife; _ they TWO ſhall be ou 
eld. 


.U &-Þ 
A fleſh.” For this cauſe, on account of his 
wife's being of a1s fleſh and of is bones, 
he ſhall be eſteemed as ant perſom with 
her huſband; aud be ſhall attach hitiſelf 
to her in preference to his heareſt telatives, 
aud even his parents themiſelves. 


» 


... „ comp. 9. 


Afraid, that his readers. ſhould retatn 
. the leaſt doubt of the truth of what he 
bas faid upon the rf marriage, and the 
above · quoted - paſſage from Corinthians; 
- our author refers us to two of the Moſaic 
(laws, as deciſive ꝓroofs, that the perſonal 
onion is the marriage rite or ordinance. 
But as we have already ſeeu, that this was 
not the caſe in the rt marriage, and that 
our author has failed of eſtabliſhing this 
point from the NEW covenant, a preſump- 
tion naturally ariſes, that he miſtakes the 
evidence which he produees from the orb. 
This evidence we now proceed to conſider. 


The 


— pry — . . —ͤ — — 


a OG — 


* „ 


en betrot bed, and lie with her, he ſhall 


L 26 9 3 
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The firſt law is nina) in Raid. XX11. 
ny 17. If a man entice a maid that is 


.< ſurely endow her to be his wife. If her 
« father. urteriy refuſe to give her unto 
him, he ſhall pay money 3 to 


b eee e 81 


21 3% D. £31 


1 The comment of 1 bud on ER * is, 
r e the woman was actually become the 
ſeducer's wife; and that he ſhould © pay the 


e dower into the hands of the father after 


the marriage, as he ought to have done, 

and was uſually done, Sefore- hand,“ “ 
though the father utterly refuſed to give 
- her unto him: for, ſaith he, the father's 
- « conſcut 10 the marriage was precluded.” + 
In other words, ſhe was married; and the 
father had nothing further to do in the af. 
fair, but to receive the dowry. ＋ 


Page 26. + Page 29. 
In 


[ 27 1 


Ia order that the reader may the more 


fully underſtand the abſurdity of this 


comment, he is deſired to obſerve, chat to 


endow to be 4 wife, means to contratt mar- 
riage with dower: for the dowry-bill, which 
accompanied the payment, included a ma- 
* trimonial contract. I ſhall here preſent 
the reader with the trauſlation of a dowry- 
dill from the Babyloniſh Talmud. for his 

more complete ſatisfaction on this head. 


4 Upon the ſixth day of the week, in 
the fourth of the month San, in the 
« year 5254 of the creation of the world, 


according to the computation which we 


« uſe here at Maſſilia, a city ſituated near 
the ſea-ſhore, the bridegroom Rabbi 
« Moſes, the ſon of Rabbi Jebuda, 


"«« ſaid unto the bride-wife Clarona, the 


daughter of Rabbi David, the ſon of 
Rabbi Meſet, a citizen of Liſbon, Be un- 
| © to 
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„ to me a wife according to the law of 


Ages aud, of Hrael; aud aceordiyg to 
the word of Go, willrevereuce, honor, 


maintain and govern, thee, according to 


hs. Wannen of the, heſtand.amoqgſt the 
45 Jews, who do revereuce, hopour, main- 
tain and govern their wives faithfully. 


I alfo.,do;heftow upon, thee; the dower 
of thy ,virgimty, 200, deniers of ſilver 
which belong unto thee by law, apd 
4 moreover thy food, thy apparel, and ſyf- 
„ ficient neceffaries, as likewiſe the know- 
* ledge of thee. according to the, Fon 
chf * 0. Agde 4: "Toi: 
kat" eee that, 8 a 1 ſurely, 6 4 8 
10 E 10 Ge Bit wife, would mea, if there Was 
no power of negation, allowed, he ſhall be 
. 
. elf allows to the father a rigbt vr 
a reſuſe to give ber; it muſt neceſſatil ly be 
underſtood, that the ſeducer was only com- 


ßellable to marry her. 
The 


297 1. 


- * - 
13 * " 1 ; a 
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The 15 eee l 5 e 
tending to the ſtrange and faneiful gloſſes 


147 44 


of bur author, will: evidently appear to bo- 


as follow viz. „If a man ſeduce an unbe- 


« frothed virgin, he ſhall be compellable to 


e marry her with dower. Arid though * 
« her father ſhal! forbid and prevent the 
4 marriage; the ſeducer ſhall not go ſcot 
© free but ſhall be fitied in a ſum equiba- 
gent to the dowry of ber virginity, 
« which he muſt Haue paid her had the 
e ones es Sedan. © 
120 wanod ad 04 0997 361 , 13290 2 
The law' is ſo clearly pee as to 
admit of no ſophiſtication; and no readep, 


learned or unlearned, but Th: would, I be- 


lieye, have made an attempt to force out 


of it any other, meaning than that given- 
above; Mic ootiingy to his purpoſe; 


Prez Kon of thi: I alen 


„ e tranſlated 7, to ſhbw the 
Fatility of our author's falſe criticiſm upon . | 


but 


6 ou 4 94 p 
* 
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but on the contrary proves, that the per- 
ſonal 2 in the caſe of ſeduCtion'did ot 


| ns cabins part. nc be win 


con u. Our author's fore le in 
pureling « plain caſe. ran badly v6 


The r with which Th. ns: 
his examination of the other law are theſe, - 
Having ſeen-what,was to be done where 
« man enticed a maid and took actual 
« poſſeſſion of her againſt the father's can - 
« ſent,” (referring to the about law) i let us 
« next ſee what was to be done when a man 
«© took a maid, without even; her [father's 
ah e. What unnatural things will. 
not a love of, hypotheſis lead ſome men to! 


® Itis reported that Th. ms os RIES "tf, 
I am ſorry that he ſhould think it right to defend his hypo- 
theſis, as he would have done a; client whoſe cauſe was 
weak, and therefore in whoſe behalf he muſt riſk ſome fri- 
mio wad cgi apr Al of ric 


+ Page 27. 137149 Cal 2 100346 
imagine 
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imagine and advance! In this paſſage it is 


ſuppoſed, that the intent of ſeduction (in 
the caſe we have been conſidering) was 
previouſly known to the father, that his 
leave was requeſted by the ſeducer, and 
that the father fimply refuſed his conſent, 
without taking an active part to prevent 
it. A ſtrange father indeed! who ought” 
not to have had the power of utterly refufing* 
his Seer in N E a 
756 $4] the 
But this moſt abſurd ſoggeldion is in- 
tended to prepare the way for a faſſè in- 
terpretation of the next law adduced to 
eſtabliſh the favourite point” which Th. 
has i in view. Which law is as follows: 
If a man nd a damſel that Is a virgin; 
« which is 20 betrothed, and! lay bold o 
her, and lie with her, and they be found. 
the man that /ay with her, ſhall give 
« unto the damſel's father fifty ſhekels of 
« filver, and ſhe ſhall be his wife; b:cauſe 
774 | | he 


a 
« he bath humbled her, ben r not put 
« her * a. days.“ 1 


This were our mk 3 upon as de- 
ciſive. She ſhall be bit wife ; becauſe, he 


15 . away; 


all his days. * This,” ſays he,“ is clear 
ly explanatory of the original inſtitu - 
tion, They ſball be one fleſh,” and, *'What. 
Gon bath joined together (by pronoonc- 
« ing them one fleſh) let not man (either 
* the parties themſelves or nee 
60 rer. 0 * nder. 1 


That — amm * 33 
of the phraſe, They ſhall be one fleſh,” 
is already ſhown ; by the proof which has. 
been given, that this /a/ter ex preſſion has. 
no reference to the perſonal union. Be- 
ſides, © ſhe hall be his wife,” is a very un- 
nappy manner of ne an . 


ay Po 1 td 


x 4 a} - 
marriage i hug taten place. Surely, had 
„ juſt, the words 

5 been She 55 his wife.” t But 
s thoy . ſtand they imply only that be ſhall 
ebert, to which is joined this addi- 
tional puniſhment, N 
. eee in 


in Fg 3 * the expreſſion 
1 her to be his e 
ny e compeliable to marry her. In 
a _—_ aid, * He ſhall giye unto 
T Ci I's father fifty ſbekels of ſilver, 
and ſhe ſhall be his wife which en- 
tainly means neither more 2 
be Gal won ber ta be his u.. 


eee kee which 76. has given 
10 the laws. of Moſes, is in ſame degree 
finilar to that which he hath ziren en the 

+ This 
iy obſervation is equally alas j0 th er. 
D laws 
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laws of England. I am by no means 


« ſingular; /arth be, in my view of theſe 
things. Our eccleſiaſtical courts have 


_ « proceeded on this principle; have called 


this perſonal intercourſe, previous to any 
* outward ceremony, a marriage de facto; 
« and have compelled the parties to a pub- 
„lic RECOGNITION of it in facie eccleſiæ, 
in the face of the church. See Black- 
« ſtone's comment. vol. i. 435, 439. A 


perſon prepoſſeſſed in favour of our au- 
thor's ſcheme, would think that Dr. Blacł- 
fone aſſerted the perſonal union to have 


rendered marriage unneceſſary by our 
laws; provided only, that the parties made 
a public co s5sln o at church, of ſuch 
union having been realized between them. 
but this is all a fiction; and may ſhow the 
neceſity:of watching our author's 7erms 


narrowly, . Dr. Blackffone's words are 
theſe, Any cogtract made per verba de 


. Preſent, or in words of the preſent 
4 { * 66 tenſe; 


„ 

*/&/e 5 and, in caſe of cohabitation, ger 
« verba de futuro alſo, between perſons able 
to contract; was before the late act, 
1 deemed a valid marriage to many pur- 
«poſes; and tlie parties might be com- 
pelled in the ſpiritual courts to CELE- 
« BRATE it, in facie eccleſæ.— To er-. 
LEBRATE wwhat.? Not the perſonal union, 
but marriage. Therefore, whatever the 
quaiht phraſe of the ſpiritual courtsꝰ 
miglit be, the perſonał union, if a marriage 
de facto, was not a Feal marriage. It was 
valid only for many purpoſes, by Engl 
law: by the Moſaic, it was no marriage at 
all; but merely rendered the man cumpell. 
. able i marry. And we find it upon ex- 

amination, to have been ſo imperfect by 
our laws, that the CELEBRAT ION of a 7eal 
marriage (not RECOGNITION of acknow- 
ledgement of perſonal intercourſe) might 
have been compelled in order to make it 


eee ee ſtrongly teprobates, | 
Daz l valid 
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valid for all matrimonial purpoſes, If an 


author will miſi epteſent a legal inſtitute ; 
within every perſon's memory, what will 
he not do, to carry a point, when thoſe of 
ſo diſtant an ra, and ſo little intereſting, 
are the ſubject of enquiry? But not to 
imitate our mat eee 

„ e 


Nene a remarkable difference diſ- 
cernable. If a man enticed a maid unbe- 
trothed, and lay with her, he was compell- 
able to marry her; but he was not re- 
ſtricted the uſual privilege of divorcing her, 
any more than another wife. If he found 
a virgin, and /ay bold on her, and lay with 
her, he was, as in the former caſe, com- 
pellable to marry her, but was not per- 
„ a 


ieee be ome difference 
in the crimes, to occaſion this difference in 
the 


{ wp i] 


the puniſhment. — qu his. 
opinion, concerning the nature of the crime 
in beth caſes, as follows. This place of 
Deut. xxii. 28, 29, is rather to be undet- 
ſtood of defiling a maid, that being oc- 
_ *:cofpnatly laid beta un, did preſently yield, 


not being folicited before hand, and 
« drawn to it by degrees. But Exod. xxii. 
= 16,-+7; ſpeaks of ſuch as did: entice a 
4 maid with promiſe of marriage, and then 
3 1 


* N * 1 
1 1 


This eomment, ich Th. has crap 
ſo materially affeQs his em, that it muſt 
deſign is, to prove that under the Moſaic 
diſpenſation, or by the Jr law, the 
perſonal union was underſtood to be the 
act of marriage. Vet he, even be, ſpeaks 
of aadaid's being enticed and lien awith, in 
co ne Wo | 


51214 10 


1 


„Page 28. *Y 


N is, 


IL 


is, upon our author's ſcheme, married with 
promiſe of marriage. What ſhall we ſay 

of ſo profound a critic and fo clear a rea- 
ſoner? I muſt fay, that this affords a full 
proof, that Tb. believes and knows a farm 


of marriage to; have been uſed amongſt che 


'Fews;, with whom he pretends the act of 
union to have been the act of marriage; 
or elſe he does not poſes £ the f 


- 


abilities for arg eee. Biatmu ©? 
511 34 3b * 


We have . this Th. Aitinguiſhes 


ſeductian into tuo kinds; which is not 
done without a regſon. The latter text, 
Deut. xxĩi. 28, 29, upon wlüch he huilds 
much, would not anſwer his purpoſe, if 


1t:; were! underſtood in its true ſenſe; as ap- 


plying to a caſe of ſorotble vinlatian. Vet 
le himſelf tells us, „That the Jewiſh 
doctors conſtrus this into that fort of 
1* 4olence and conſtraint, which we call a 
rape. Now will our author pretend, 


® Page 28. ; 
that 


. @ 1] 
that. he underſtands the Hebrew language 
and the Hebrew laws better, than the 
FJeruiſb doctors do themſelves? Indeed he 
eriticiſes the words pi and WAN, and al- 
lows that the former implies a rape; ; but 
he would haye the latter underſtood, in 
this paſſage, as implying: a ſimple faking 
without vialence. But if he pleaſe to con- 
Jult, Pr. Taylar s Heb. Concard,: be will 
find, that the latter commonly wenns to 
ſeize violently. However he fays, We 

« muſt. conelude there:is a reaſon. for uſing 
« different, words at ver. 25 Where he 
allows violence, t to be ſpoken of, .* and 
ver. 28,” where he denies it. Ang there 
may be the ſame reaſon for this variety, 
as there is for my uſing the different ex- 
preſſions, farce, foreible piolgtion, rape, c. 
to expreſs the ſame action. But that v 
does imply 3 violent ſeizingy is known to 
both Chriſtians and Jews: and the deter- 
mination of che latter alone, upon this very 
in D 4 text, 


1 ] 

vert, would be more Beciffor than _ 
ſcruples of Th. to carry a cauſe. 
over our author acknowledyes, . 'the 
Neptuagint tranſlation expreſſeth the of. 
fence, by a word implying farce, Rare. 
Are the judgment and learning of all ages 
to yield to Th.? whoſe critical abilities 
cannot be eſtimated at a high rate ; and 

whoſe judgment continually yields, on 
this queſtion, to prepotſetiion? | ae Dt 


T ſhall now produte an gde Ada 
in my opinion, a decifiveevidence, thar the 
lu in'queſtivn does relies to forcible wb. 


— 61 6f be committed wide 
 "Betrotbetd\ is providedfor in ver. 25, 
as 3. tedges, "thitt of rer all 
With an dnbeirathed inden 30 Where, If 
"Hot in tlie paſſage Which we are cnſicer- 
| Fog, aug Which Wing Mer. New 


will 


cy 


* 


5 farther, and in conſthueuce th 
am furniſhed with an additional _ 


a 
will Th. aſſort, that Gon provided agauſt 
the forcible violation of a betrurben, and 
not of an unberother virgin? It werb un 
abfurd ſuppoſition. Indeed the very order 
of the laws, is of itſelf the ſtronꝑeſt pre- 
ſumption of their applying to a fimilar ac- 
tion; and this, corroborated: with the ren! 
meaning of the word vnr⁴, amounti to 
concluſive evidence, that a rape ãs ſpoken 
of in both 3 agreeably to the opitũon of the 
ſaptuagiut tranflators, the Jetviſb doctors, 
* m met. valuable Chriſtian divines.* 


1 A, {] " ia 1 
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ment, which muſt ſatisfy, I think, every 
-unprejudiced perſon. It muſt be naticed, 
that the text hot only ſays, ulaniold. of ber, 
but alſo, and lie with her; both of which 
"Eireiniſtances-aro eftntiet ac agu and 


* As Th. NE tit Saks abode Bea 


6 will /atizfy him. 
therefore 


- 
5 — —-— — — — —-—¼ — 
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and therefore the weight ofthe argument 
ouglit bohrte eſt; upon the fingle word 
ned, 10 Iny en catch bold e Now there 
wavy iptance,, Where. hi very Hebrew 
verb is agſed eto imply à preparatiue to a 
to a Kind of violent crim. con. indeed not 
\w-rape; becauſe the perſay who laid: hold 
:ofithe:otber bappened-to-be of the male 
ex otherwiſe it would: have proved one. 
e And ther caught: him, by his garment, 
—— Gen. xxxix. 12. 
* eu JAP TRY } aul. 3:65: 1. 


1 may now 3 be allowed ( to infer, 
-that.there:1s no foundation for ſuppoſing 


that the t w/ oi ie laus above quoted re- 


late to different kinds of ſeductian. The ſinſt 
does refar to ſeduction, but without regard 
to the cirrumſtances which might "_ 
it. neee . 

daidwe to ood z er l uns ,G 
Iam — e that Th, allowing the 
r inference, might ſtill urge, that in 


- 


WAN ©? 1 i! 2733 nter 1 4 als 
- \ . dn w_ an » ', * PR L644 4 #- $ c 
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caſe of a rape at leaſt, the perſonal union 
ſeems to conſtitute a real njafriage,' be- 
. cauſe nothing is ſaid concerniug the fa- 
.ther's Pee ef refuſal in the laſt quoted 
law. The man that lay with her ſhall 


give unte the damſel's father-fifty tele 5 


of ſilyer, aud ſhe ſhall be ihis wiſel? 
This is not accompanied, as in the caſe of 
ſeluctian, with the words, Af het father 
utterly refuſe to give her unto him.“ 1 


ſhall, therefare, (after repeating what 1 


have before ſuggeſted, that the fifty ſbekels 
of ſilver; ate to be underſteod as the mar- 
nage dowry, aud would therefore be ac- 
companied with a ' matt imorcal :contratts, 


and that the words, tuſhe ſhall be hib 


wife, vexy ill expreſꝭ the ſentiment . ſhe 
is his wife")! affer ſomę ſatther reaſons to 
convince the reader, thatuthe words H 
her father uterly nue td give ther 
« unto hitm, “ are to be, ſupplied in the 
e under conſide ration. 
But 


* 
E: Ke — — — — 
Pr e oerrem 
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Bot fi! n ee that che hes 
of Moſes were not underſtood by the Jews 
themſclves, to have been ſo full and ex- 
- plicit, as to need no interpretation, and 
to preclude all reaſoning upon them. If 
this had been their opinion, we ſhould 
not have found amongſt them an order 
of men entitled lawyer, who were by 
Profeſſion expountlers or explainers of the 
Jaw. «ore kw eee . 


.-The nber 'of zhe Father's poſſeſſing 
2 e. of refuſal in the caſe of ſeuct ion, 
will I imagine be clearly ſeen. For we 
know, that women of good i ſenſe, real 
modeſty, and the moſt amiahle virtues, 
 thave been, and too frequently are (at an 
unguarded moment) ſeduced, by men of 
weak underſtandings ; for ounning is 
oftner the property of fodls than of the 
on ; men of profligate-manners, moroſe 
tempets 
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' tewpers, and ruinous expence ; and with 
whom a /afing connection muſt prove the 


the ſevereſt of tormeuts. How happy. 
WS how thrice: happy ! was ſuch a deluded 
* fair one amongſt the Fews, who had a re- 3 
id lation to forbid the marriage, when the 7 3 
If infamous betrayer offered to accept of her 92 
4 in wedlock after her violation ! That tho 3 
e father poſſeſſed this power is already 2 
Y proved, though T5. denies it. But be, 
© notwithſtanding all his profefions of pro- I 
; moting female ſecurity, utterly diſregards [ 
| female ſenfibility, and female intereft and it 
8 happineſt. He hath taken more pains ta 
, afſert the lordly authority of the huſband, 
: than the true honour and felicity of the 


wiſe. 


But if there be this evident propriety 
in a relation's preventing the marriage of 
a deluded woman with a raſcally ſeducer, 
will not the argument apply, with zenfold 

| | 2 
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force, to the caſe of a lady who has been 
_ violently diſgraced ? Suppoſe the ruffian 
to have been one of the meaneſt of the | 
people, one that had no claim to be num- 
bered amongſt the human race, but the 
figure and ſtrength of a man; had the 
wretched female no friend to prohibit the 
claim of the violator from taking effect? 
and to ſay, © Thou art unworthy of her, 
4 nor ſhalt thou be rewarded for thy guilt, 
« with one of ſo unpolluted a Bart? 


I aſk, if any perſon of reflection can 
ſuppoſe, that the father's concurrence was 
neceſſary in the caſe of ſeduction, and pre- 
cluded in that of forcible violation ? A 
damſel enticed hath an fection for her 
ſeducer; a woman forced, an abborrence of 
him. In which inſtance then, is the 

matrimonial union moſt natural and juſ- 
ufiable? 


| I would 
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I would farther aſk, whether laws i 
preſenting perſonal conneftivn with an 11 


betrothed maiden as an act of marriage, 
would not have proved temptations in the 


way of the let to force themſelves into 
the families of the moſt noble, had there 
not been ſomewhere a power of negation 
lodged ? - According to our author's doc- 
trine, a rape and fifty Jhekels of filver might 
have made a mais ſon-in-law to the king 


of Iſrael ; however mean his birth, how- 


ever wretched his condition, however de- 
praved his morals! Reader, is this, was 
it ever, can it be the law of Gop? Wilt 
thou admit, that the violence of a ruffian 
deſtroys all diſtance of rank and education, 


and unites the /amb to the wolf? Caoſt 


thou believe, that Gop ever allowed and 
epjouned it? 


ert U 
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+ Laitpebindly, becher che Gelble view 


lation of a virgin, can, by a law of Gon, 


i he 
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be ſuppoſed to deprive not only the 
daughter of her choice, but the father of 
his right of cop/ent 7 If ſo, Nhat an aceu- 
mulation. of injury! All to be rectiſied. 
by a forfeiture of merely the /ame ſym, 
which would have been paid by a man of 
worth, every way ſuitable for the dapgh- 
ter, in Sonpyrable marriage . Judge, ye 
parepts, ye daughters, judge ! whether this 
be Gon law. If it was under the Moſaig 
diſpenſation, the prohibition. of divorce 
muſt have been but a wwretched conſolation 
to a virtuous woman, who had been forced 
by a worthleſs profligate; aud muſt have 
operated, as an uuſpeakably erer puniſn · 
ment to Ber than to bim. On the whole, 
therefore, I conclude, that the father's re+ 
Fufal was equally valid in the caſe of a rape, 
as in that of „du. And, if the fores 
Upon our author'sprinciples, it ſhould be obſerved, that 
a rape committed upon an unbetrothed damſel was perfeRly 


innocent; far it was merely an a& of marriage I who will 
ſubſcribe to this doctrine ? i 


going 


(a 3 


— ̃ wif 
the law in Deut. Xxii. 28, 29, as well as 


that in Exod. xXxii. 16, 17, is point blank 
againſt our author's doctrine, * that the 
perſonal union is the act of marriage. 
And I have deprived him of his funda+ 
mental arguments, both en 5 
ere nr IS Seien 


bun. ny de 5d nights 2 
K Thall bow oben author into y ſer- 
vice; for he is both ale and willing to 
prove, That perſonal union: was nr even 
eceſſary to create the relation of huſand 
and wife; nay, that ſomething, inferior to 


hat we uni verſally mean by W 6c v 
ſuficient for this en, - 95 
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= asd Aa he, „ de Gent is 


u guard to this offence (adwhery) that it 
e even reaches to the deſilement of a be- 
« trothed woman; who in God's fight, is 
& reckoned as the man's w1Fs, to whom ſhe © 
E vl. 


s 35 * 
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ir pETROTHED.®#: Yet Geirothing: pics 
ceded marriage, and marriage preceded the = 
perſonal union! How little care does Tha 
take of his aws offspriug, his dearly beloved 
perſonal onion But indeed che gives a very 


ſatis factory reaſon for his negligenc; by 


 _ quoting in proof of the above declaration, 


Deut. xxii. 23, 24, © If a damſel that is a 


virgin be betrothed unto a HUSBAND, and 
A man find her in. the ety, and lie with 


i her, then ye ſhall bring them both out 


d untosthe gate of that city, and ye ſhall 


«ſtone them with ſtones, that. they die: 


the dainſel, becauſe ſhe: cried nat, being 


in the city; and the man becauſe he 
4 hath humbled” brs neighbour” s WIFE. foo 
Obſerve the reflection of Th. upon this oc- 
caſion Such is the law of the Mesr 


Henk againſt. Rn or the. 46 e, 


e RNENG. 2 
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This is thi foe badet 570 
ly inculcates, that * if they have not been 
united” carnally, they atę not one fleſh, 
huſband" and wife, in the fight of Gon. 


Indeed he does take cave, in one place, to 


guard this expreſſion; by adding. . unleſs 
1 by anticipation, as it were, with reſpect 
to the mutual protniſes made to each 
« other, vhich the facred: n call 


1 


0114 


1er "IRON as- 1 were, progres 
for a cover to nonſenſe in declamatorꝝ har» 
rangues, when we find it uſed in argu- 
mentatign we are led to ſuſpect. nonſenſe, 


and are ſeldom diſappointed. i in our expece 
tations. The betrothed perſons were not 
huſband and wife in Gov's. ſight before, 


union; and, they. were huſband and wife 


before union in, Gon's fight. Yes, but 


5 12 dans. Pe. 8100 (2.221) 4 60 
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then it was only by anticipation, as 1 
were.” That is to ſay, In Goy's ſight they 
were bufband and wife, before they were 
byfband and wiſe in Gov's ſight ; or elſe, 
befare they were really huſband and wife, 
and fo Gop's fight was erroneous This 
15 n on cinen of our author's Ws, 


Wbe uh i is, that the GT parties 
were, by the Mefaic law, conſidered as 
buſband and wife, before they had even 
contracted marriage. As our author has 
very honeſtly and e en 
by the above quoted law. 


1s it not mill afeniting, that the very 
code of legal inflitutes, upon which Th. lays 
ſo great a ſtreſs, as implying, or rather Srov- 
mg, that the perſonal union alone created 
the relation of bufband and wife, ſhould ſo 
far differ from our on, as to regard a man 
and woman in the Light of huſband and 


wife, 


K 
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wife, and provide for their ſecurity and ho- 
nour as ſuch, not only before the per ſunal 
union, but even Before the ——— 
monys which” was IRE to 1 


43 


Notwithſtand ng the above —— 


conceſſiot, out author would perſuade us, 


that there was no marrĩage· ceremon) 
amotigft the Jews ! © The buſmeſs of mar 
« riage, ſays be, was left as at krſt wy 
2 * dained, to the ſimple a of union. 


To corroborate this — he Gosen 
the Univ. Hit. as follows. As for the 
« manner of celebrating marriages, Mer 
has left no direction about it. We do 
not find it accompanied with any feligi- 
* ous ceremony, ſuch as going to the ta- 
beruacle or temple, offering ſaetiftees, or 
even that it was pct by or _ 
« | ha - 


Page 24. 
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1 9 1 


1 0 1 this Gas of e 
hiſtorian, Th. tells us, We find no mar- 


© r1age-ſervice,or religious ceremony of ay 
« outward kind, ſo much as mentioned. * 


3 The reader il pet to nn the ar- 
ice. Th. durſt not ſay marriage-ceremony, 
or religipus-ſervice, . becauſe he knew a 
marriage · ceremany was uſed, and is fre- 
quently referred to. But the words mare 
riage-ſervice are intended to lead the mind 
to ſomething reſembling our church - form: 
and of courſe to prepare us, for the abſurd 
aud falſe c concluſion, tha t © the buſineſs of 
& marriage was left to the one ſim pk att 
« * of union. 45 3 
Nov in 45 Moſaic. law, the ans to 
endow to be bis wife, plainly means to 
marry with dewry. And the payment of 
| dower 
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dower muſt neceſſarily require ſome form. 


There:muſt-have-been a H,, at" lekſt, 


declarirory of tlie payment of the flu, 


with che renſin for which it NS -Agid; and 
thin muſt have been properly ur ted. If 
nothing further: paſſed upoù the occaſion 
this was certainly a marriage: form, or a 


marriage - ceromomy though uot} in bur au- 


thot's ſenſd, A marriage eric. But that 
the bill of deevry was an actual contract of 
marriage, l have alread y proved. 


Tx oY 244 57000. 1 WOW lieg 14 


eren Mews mention is made of 


marrying and making marriages.” Do theſe 


expreflions” mean no more than a man 


having perſonal Knowledgt of woman? 


The wholelea# will decide againſt our 


author. Marriage doth ebery where im- 
port a form or ceremony previous to fuch 
| knowledge, and without which, a 
union i is rend, eſteemed pron 
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Beſides the above expreſſions; we find al- 
fo that of giving in marriage. Surely here 
not be given without witneſſes of the dr. 


a declaration of the intention with Which 
ſhe was given, and a 2vriting properly ax · 
teſted, to ſecure her from tbe charge of 
whoredom. And this / 17fe/f is truly a 


marriage-ceremony. . 
EW ran HOO} | : 


J ſhall now alſo quote the Univ. Hiſt. 


and give the reader part of the paragraph 


which precedes that with Which our au- 
thor has favoured us. Speaking of the 
method of the Jews in contracting and pe/c+ 
brating their marriages, the hiſtorian ex- 
preſſes himſelf as follows: The former 
( cuntracting) was tranſacted by the pa- 
rents and relations ou both ſides; and 
* when the matter was agreed, the bride- 


& groom was introduced to his bride; pre- 


« ſents 


L aq 1] 
< ſents were exchanged on all fides, the 
cuntradt was ſigued by witneſs, and af. 
* ter conſummation, the bride tatried ſome 
4 time with her relations.“ 0 
How extremely ſhort-fighted was our 
author, that he could not perceive this 
paſſage, in the neighbourhood of his Fa- 
vourite quotation? and how unfortunate 
to refer us to the ſpot, where we were ſure 
to find it, at the very time he was aſſert - 
ing, that the buſineſs of marriage was 
left as at firſt ordained, to the — af 
of union 


But over and above the articulates forms 
which are already ſhown to have prevailed 
under the Moſaic diſpenſation in reſpect of 
marriage, the learn Grotius hath told us, 


that amongſt the laudable cuſtoms which 


„ Univerſal "Tilt. vol. II. 179, new edition, 


+ Page 24. | 
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the Jeu received from the fathers, tlits 
was one; to celebtate marriage not in a 
e gprivate, but in a public manner; in an 
« afſembly of the piaus; and that itiiwas 


accompanied 4% νν,ꝰꝭt) with a prayer 


« of bleſſing, the form of Vhich Kill re- 
& mains in their rituals,* which the an- 
cient Chriſtians imitated as well as ſe- 


« veralother Jewiſh pratives "+. t 


A | OT OJ 


Hence we learn, that there was not on- 
ly a marriage-ceremony, but ſomething like 
a marriagezſervice amongſt the Jews. For 
if the marriage was not confidered 35 
ſtrictly a religious- ceremony, yet we find 
religion was not bent. And this the 
Fews had received from the FATHERS,' This 
ſhows, that the. religiqus-ſervice was not a 
novel affair with the later Jews. 

* [f any gentleman, Jew or Cl#ifieh, will oblize me with 

a copy of the gvaryie, it will be eſteemed a fqvour, and 

ſhall be preſented to the public, if I have occaſion to write 
again on this ſubject. a 

5 + Grotius Annot, in Matt. xxv. 1. 


But 


IP 
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But I am fo indifferent to the religion of 


the ceremony, and to aur church form, or 


any other church form what ſoever, that I 
ſhould not have been forry, if TB. could 
have proved that the Jews never.regarded 


marriage in a retigious views, But I think 
it unworthy of a man, who pretends. to 15 


much 6penneſs and independence of ſenti- 


ment as our author, to infer from the want 
of a religious-lervice (which there once Was 
at leaſt, and the date of its commencement 


he cannot fix) that there was no marriage- 


ceremony at all. Yet, he ſays, We find 
every particular, down to the very pius 


in the tabernacle, every rite and egre- 
„ mony, even to the minuteſt circum- 
« ſtances, exactly delineated and revealed. 
« But we find no marriage · ſervioe, or reli- 
gious- ceremony of an outward kind, ſo 
* much as mentioned,” Upon which he 
concludes, that the buſineſs of marriage 

. 6 was 
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was left as at firſt ordained, to the one 
ſimple act of union.” Is this a fair con- 


_ clufion from the premiſes? On the con- 
trary, will it not follow from the fence of 


the laws on this ſubject. that the eufomary 
marriage · ceremon y, was ſuch as God ap- 
proved, and therefore, that all directions 
on that head were unneceflary? - 


It is proper in argumentative writing to 
give ſome relief to the reader; he will not 
therefore be difpleaſed to indulge a laugh. 
The occaſion I will furniſh, by laying be- 


fore him, what Th. ſagaciouſly obſerves, 


concerning our eftabl;ſhed form or ceremony. 
When, as he expreſſeth himſelf, J ſay, that 
« the marriage-ſervice of the church, does 
not conſtitute a marriage in the fight of 


God, I ſay true, becauſe by finding no 


« ſuch fervice i in the 5;ble, and that mar- 
* riages were had and Jolemnrzed® without 


” Our auth acknowledges tha marriage as Juni 15 


66 it 
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it, I therefore conclude that cannot be 
it, which conſtitutes a marriage in the 
« fight of Gop; for, if ſo, I muſt ſuppoſe 
« that people, before the invention of ſuch 
« ſervice, were not married at all, but lived 
in ſin, which is abſurd and impoſhble.,”* 


I wonder who but Th. would have 
looked for Chriſtian forms and prayers, &c. 
in a Jewiſh code of laws! I alſo myſt 
wander, if any perſon ever thought of 
charging with fn thoſe who were married 
without eur church-ſervice before its in- 
vention, as Th. terms it. And who they 
are, or where to be found, that do not ac- 
knowledge the forms of marriage uſed in 
all nations upon earth, to be real and valid 
forms in the ſight of Gob, I know not. 


I now proceed to ſhow, that as the later 
Fews received the re/;grous part of the 


Page 40. 
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marriage · form from their fathers, ſo theit 

Fathers received: the civil form ar. be, 

| | | enn eG) 10 3: 
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/ This 1 Wade from the aniverkil Nen 
valence of the cuſtom of.contra#ing mar- 
riage with dower under the law. 


* *FY mn * 
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And let us go back to the times beforethe 
giving of the late, ſtill we ſhall find the 
ſame cuſtom to have prevailed. Shechem 
exprefily offers any dowry for Dinah after 
her violation, in order to obtain the conſent: 
of her friends to his marrying her. For 
neither he nor his father, neither ber father 
| x | nor. Her brothers had the leaſt conception. 
| | of the doctrine of perſonal-union advanced. 
a by our author. $hechem entreats his father 
1 to get him this damſel to wife, after per- 
|| ſonal union; © And. Hamer communed- 

with them, ſaying, * Fhe foul of. my ſon, 
« Shechem longeth for your daughter: I: 
| ; ce pray 


L 63 ] 


pray you give him her to wie. Gen. 
<-xxxi1t. 8, And ShHecbem ſaid unto her 
father, and unto her brethren; Let me 
< find grace in your eyes, and what ye ſhalł 
« ſay unto me, Iwill give. Aſle me ne- 
« ver fo much doury and gift, and I with 
give according as ye ſnalliſay unto me: 
«*« but give me the damſel to ]] . And 
« the ſons of Jacob anſwered Shechem and 
« Hamor his father deceitfully: and ſaid, 
* becauſe he had defiled Dinab their ſiſter.“ 
Defiled! ſurely not ſo. Upon dur. author's 
ſcheme, the perſonal union is marriage; 
and a woman is not defiled by marriage! 
This fairly ſhows, how different the ideas 
of mankind; at this time, ere on the ſub- 
ject of perſonal- intercourſe between the 
ſexes, from our author's. They ſtile that a 
defilement, which he eſteems a marriage4 
But to proceed with the narrative; And 
they ſaid unto them, We cannct do this 
thing, to give our ſiſter to one that is 

6 uncircumciſed: 55 
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required, refuſed, and upon terms, at length 
conſented ro. Certainly a form was in uſe 
at this time, and the very ſame form, as 
continued under the whole of the Mofaic 
muy diſpenſation ; 
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4 uncircumciſed ; for that were a teproach 
* unto us. But in this will we conſent _ 


'< unto you: if ye will be as we be, that 


every male of you be circumciſed ; then 
& will be give our daughters unto you, 
« and we will rale your daughters to us, 
« and we will dwelt with you, and we 
« will become one people. But if ye will 
not hearken unto us, to be circumciſed, 
then will we tale our daughter, and we 


* will be gone.“ What would they take 


the wife of the princo from him? Certainly 
not, but 2 fer, who had been defiled not 
1 1 | 


Can any thing be more concluſive againſt 
our author? Here are the offer of dower ; 
and a formal. gift of the violated woman 
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diſpenſation; and remains amongſt the 
Fews to this day. Who are a people fo 
tenacious of their ancient uſages, that in 
moſt important inſtances you may ſafely 
infer, that what is mow cuſtomary with 
them, was alſo cuſtomary in former ages. 


I have thrown 75¹ narrative concern- 
ing Shechem and Dinah a little out of its 
chronological order, to avoid an interrup- 
tion in the following /eries. | 


When Faces fell in love with Rachel, 
and offered to ſerve Laban ſeven years for 
her, Laban anſwers, It is better that I 
give her to thee, than that I ſhould give 
«her to another man.” And when the 
term was compleated, Jacob ſaid unto 
« Laban, give me my wife, that I may go 
ei. unto her.” Gen, XxIx. 21. Hence it 
is plain, that Jacob had no notion of a 


right to the perſonal union, till the form 
F of 
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of the father's giving his daughter had 


taken place. And then Laban gathered 
together all the men in the neighbourhood 
(no doubt, ſome of them at leaſt as wit- 


neſſes of the marriage) aud made them 
a feaſt. : 


When Abraham's ſervant aſked Betbue! 
and Laban for Rebekah, © they anſwered, 
The thing proceedeth from the Lord; 
* we cannot ſpeak unto.thee bad or good; 
that is, w e have no right to interfere in the 
matter, becauſe the will of Gon evidently 
appears, and ſhews that the Lord has given 
her unto Vac. Behold, Rebekab is be- 
* fore thee, 7ake her and go, and let her 
* be thy maſter's ſon's wife, as the Lord 
„ hath ſpoken.” The nature of the caſe 
did not allow the exact form upon the ſpot. 
Tfaac was at a diſtance. But ſtill here is a 
gift from the father and brother. And 
«* the ſervant brought forth jewels of ſilver, 

« and 


* and- jewels of gold, and raiment, and 
gave them to Rebekah; he gave alſo to 
her brother and to her mother precious 
« things.” Hence we ſee, that the cuſtom 
of making preſents on the occaſion, men- 
tioned by the Univerſal hiſtorians, pre- 
vailed at this early period. When Iſaac 
met her, he brought her into his mother 
Sarah's tent. 


Here I ſhall introduce a- note of the 
learned Grotius. © It doth not appear to 
% have been a conſtant cuſtom, for the 
{© bride to go to the houſe of the bride- 
e groom upon the day of betrothing, though 
« Chry/oftom-affirms it, probably becauſe it 
« was a cuſtom in his time at Antich. 
« Since the Fezws themſelves differ on that 
head, it is moſt likely, that each might 
«conſult their own convenience in this 
% matter. For Rebekah was brought to 
« Iſaac before the nuptial ſolemnity was 

' F2 performed: 
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e performed; becauſe it was inconvenient 

to him to go over to Meſopotamia. On 

the other hand, Sampſon's bride conti- 

| % nued in her father's houſe. And, that 

| this was moſt cuſtomary may be, with 
“ ſufficient probability, inferred from 
„ Deut. xx. 7. But this is certain, that 
the woman who was betrothed remained 
&« untouched, till the marriage was per- 
e formed, with ſolemn prayer, before an 
* aſſembly called together for that pur- 
* poſe. A cuſtom, not indeed commanded 
« by the /aw, but in my opinion, derived 
to them from their earlieſt progenitors,” 


| ® 


After, therefore, we are told, that 1/aac 
conducted Rebe tab into his mother's tent, 
the text does not deſcribe him as going in 
unto her, without farther ceremony ; but 
proceeds, And he took Rebekab, and the 
e became his wife; that is, he took her to 


wife after the.cuſtomary form. 


Of 


199 


Of Abrabam's marriage, all the aceount 
we have is briefly this, And Abraham 
and Nahor 109k them wives. Upon which 
no argument'can be founded. But it will 
lie upon Th, to ſhow, that they foot them 
in an irregular manner. A taſk which he 
will not dare to undertake, 


I ſhall now produce a proof of an ante. 
diveluvian marriage-ceremony. | And this 
proof ſhall be deciſive. My Laer is no 
other, than the teſtimony of the holy Jeſus, 
who ſpoke the words of truth. See Matt, 
xxiv. 38. © For as in the days that were 
« before the flood, they were eating and 
drinking, marrying and giving in mar- 
« riage, until the day that Noe entered into 
into the ark, ſo ſhall alſo be,” &c. And 
Luke xvii. 26, 27. And as it was in the 
« days of Noe, fo ſhall it alfo be in the 
days of the ſon of man. They did eat, 

F 3 6 they 
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es they drank, they married wives, they 
were given in marriage, until the day 
that Noe entered into the ark.“ 


Here is no room for evaſon; marrying, 


giving, and being given in marriage, are 
words abſolutely deſcriptive of ſome cere- 


mony previous to perſonal- union, though 
moſt probably not of the whole matrimonial 


form. And as the above texts do fully 
ſhow ſome Form to have been obſerved, 


« until the day that Noe entered into the 
« ark;” ſo they alſo ſhow, that ſome: cere- 
mony was uſed even to the very end of the 


Fewiſb ſtate; ſo ſhall it alſo be in the 


« days of the ſon of man.“ And (as our 
author would do well to notice) if theſe 
words refer alſo, as they moſt probably do, 


to the day of the diſſolution of this world, 


they may teach him ſome modeſty, and give 
him to underſtand, that he is not only 


fighting againſt Gov, but that bis defeat is 
| certain. 


— 


* 1] 
certain. For, In the days of the fon of 
man they fall marry, give, and be given in 
marriage. The:form, as above deſcribed, 
ſtill continues amongſt the Jetos in their 
diſperſian. From the Jews the Chriſtians 
derived their forms, in ſeveral reſpects the 
fame. But be, that would teach the ſexes 


to copulate like brutes, may be aſſured, that 


the pious and virtuous, the friends of men 


and lovers of Gop, will ever hold his doc- 


trine in deteſtation, and either prty him as 
a weak man, or abhor him as a bad citizen. 


Let us now ſtop for a moment, to review 
the ground we have trodden. We have 
ſeen, that a matrimonial form prevailed 
under the Jewiſh diſpenſation ; that a ſimi- 
lar form was uſed iu the patriarchal ages; 


that before the flood, © until the day that 


« Noah entered into the ark,” it was ob- 


ſerved; and that God united the firſt pArR 


in a ſolemn and formal manner. That a 
F 4 orm 
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form has been conſtantly uſed ſince the in- 


troduction of Chriſtianity, there cannot be 
the leaſt doubt. So that the reader muſt 
be convinced, that from the creation of the 
world unto the preſent day, the practice of 
God's people hath been directiy oppoſite to 
that which our author recommends; to 
which I muſt add, that marriage in all na- 
tions, (or nearly in all) as hiſtory ſhows, 
hath ever been contracted by ſome cere- 
mony, previous to perſonal-union; and con- 
tinues to be ſo. 


What Goliab in wiſdom is this Th. who 
has diſcovered, that all people, languages, 
and tongues, ſince the beginning of things 
here on earth, are, and have been fools; 
lading ibemſelves with grievous burthens 
unneceſſary to be borne? Who is he, that 
charges even the Almighty with folly, and 
ſpeaketh againſt Gop ? repreſenting him as 
uniting Adam and Eve with a form; and, 

at 
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at the very inſtant, commanding that na 
form ſhould be uſed! Who is this, that, 
ſhrinking back from the view, and not dar- 
ing boldly to avow himſelf, indirectly ac- 
cuſes his married brother, with violating 
the command of his Mater; becauſe, not 


Like the full-acorn'd boar a churning on, 


But in a decent, ſolemn, formal manner, he 
hath proceeded, before the indulgence of 
familiarities with the woman of his af- 


fe ions? 


I do inſiſt, that if the Deity bath enjoined 
a particular matrimonial- ordinance, it is fin- 
ful to deviate from it. Yet Th. does afſert, 
that“ Marriage, as at fir/t ordained, is the 


one ſimple act of union !” 


Ye potentates! permit your ſubjects to 
confound all order and decency, and fight 


not againſt the Mosr HIN! 
| Ye 


r 
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Ye ſenators! deſtroy your matrimonial 


laws! 


* 


Thou hardened villain, thy rape is bo- 
neſty! Why ſhouldſt thou not chuſe thy 
wife The laws of Gob allow thee to in- 
dulge thy Juſ?f. Be free. Take where 


-thou pleaſeſt, and as many as will content 
thine almoſt exhauſtleſs deſires. And be 


{ure to chuſe the wealthieft, and the moſt 


noble ! 


Thou modeſt Youth ! why dallieſt thou 


-with thy paſſion for the fair innocent 
maiden? ſhe was formed to be thy prey / 
. Marriage is honourable, Prevail with her 


by entreaties, oaths and promiſes, to in- 
dulge the fervour of affection, and ſhe is 
yours! But if oaths, promiſes and entrea- 
ties fail, the ſcriptures befriend thee. Let 
the luſty arms of youth embrace her, and 
| ſhe 
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ſhe is thine own for ever {Timid mortal! 
thou haſt been deceived, and: all thy pro- 
genitors were fools. Seize: the golden op- 
portunity of conviction held out to thee! 
Soon the world will return to the ſame 
forpor of underſtanding, with which they 
have been hitherto curſed; till Th. nobly 
ſtood forth thy friend! At #475: moment 
it is /awful, that 
* Luſt and liberty 
Creep in the minds and marrow of our youth: 


*© That ' gainſt the ſtream of virtue they may ſtrive, 
And drown themſelves in riot. 


Ye fathers ! ye mothers! whoſe honeſt 
exhortations have inſtructed your /ovely 
daughters to adhere to the paths of Honour 
and happineſs ; whoſe watchful care has 
hitherto preſerved them from the force of 
paſſion and affection, and the arts of the 
gecerver, abate your attention. It is need- 


leſs: no maiden unbetrotbed can be de- 


bauched; ſhe can only be married. Nature 
intendcd 
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intended her for a wife : your wiſbes con- 
cur with the deſign of nature; and fight 
not againſt yourſelves. Let her wander 
unattended, where a votary of Pan may 
unlooſe her virgin- zone: ſhe is not defiled, 
but returns to you an Sonourable WIFE. 


And thou, air virgin] who art not un- 
der actual engagements to marry, behold 
what a field of /þerty is opened unto zhee ! 
If thy parents refuſe their conſent to the 
man of thy heart (no matter whether mar- 
ried or unmarried) grant him the moſt he 
can aſe, Then the filly dotards, whoſe 
' counſel would have reſtrained thee, are ef- 
fectually diſappointed, thy wiſhes grati- 
fied, and the laws of God not violated, 
Weep not, ſhould a fon of violence raviſh: 
from thee thy chaſtity. He hath con- 
ferred upon thee an honour. From that 
moment, thou becomeſt a reſpectable ma- 
tron, and doubtleſs wilt g/ory in the title! 

bp Thou 
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Thou huſband! be not ſo fond as to 
1magine thyſelf confined to the wife of thy 
youth. That fair damſel, whoſe ſkin of 
ſnow, and peachy countenance attract thy 
attention, is not betrothbed. By art or vio- 
lence thou mayſt make her thy wiſe alſo. 
The laws of Gop will not condemn thee ! 
take her to thyſelf; take her charming 
companion, take whom thou wilt, and 
make thyſelf happy with the wives of thy 


boſom. If thou canſt! 


Thou wife ! to thee I now addreſs my- 
ſelf. Ill-nurtured, as thou haſt been, thou 
claimeſt the /e poſſeſſion of thy huſband's 
love. Falſe idea! — Thou thoughteſt, that 


thou wert made for fection, for frienaſhip. 


Thou haſt given thy Aue without reſerre 


to the man on whom thy heart doateth, 
and expecteſt a return in kind. Abſurd 


expectation ! the friend of females, who 


hath 


— 
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hath been at the pains of compoſing and 
compiling three large oftavo volumes for 
thy ſervice, will convince thee, O wife! 
that hy heart may not be divided; but that 
of thy liege lord, thy huſband, is more capa- 
cious: and happy art thou to eſteem thy- 
ſelf, if he bring unto thee, under thy roof, 
a ſiſter fave, whom he hath debauched, or 


forced to partake in thy rites! Nor art 


— 


— 


thou to murmur, be her morals ever ſo 
vicious, her deportment ever ſo injurious, or 
her wrath ever ſo tremendous ! Nay, how- 
ever thy fellows of ſlavery be multiplied, 
thou art ſtill to rejoice, and make thyſelf 
happy. The handkerchief may be ſome- 


times thrown to thee ! 


Ye brutes of the creation! who each of 
you live upon the labours of one wife, 
mend your condition; take unto yourſelves 
more, they will ſupport you better, they 
will gratify your taſte for variety, they 
will make you as happy, as mankind-brutes 

; ought 
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ought to be! and humbly thank the au- 


thor of Thelyþbthora, who has kindly 
pointed out to you a way, by which you 


may at once indulge your luſt, your lazineſs, 
and your importance amongſt your fellow- 
brutes ! 


I confeſs, that my indignation has led me 


from my argument; and I almeft believe, 


that it is impoſſible to converſe with The- 


Iyphthora, without learning the Art of ram- 
bling. But to return. 


I demand, in what part of the ſacred 
writings has Gop expreſſed his diſapproba- 


tion of a marriage-form, and prohibited his 


creatures the-uſe of one? What probable 


reaſon can be aſſigned for God's diſliłe to 
ſuch form? Is there any moral turpitude 


in it; and how may we prove ſuch furpi- 


tude ? Is there not a moral propriety in it, 


and is not this propriety eafily diſcover- 


able? Doth it not ſeem ſtrange that Gop 
| | ſhould 


E 
ſhould expreſſly ordain that no ceremony 
ſhould be uſed, when he himſelf uſed one 
at the fr marriage? Our author, who 
pretends to underſtand the will of Gop 
better than any human being whatſoever,* 8 
orons, that, + ſome ceremony is expedient 
for many good and laudable purpoſes : 
* as for the public gecognition of the 
mutual engagements of the parties to 

« each other; to ratify their union as to 
„ inheritances, and many other laudable 
t ends of civil ſocicty.”+ Alſo, that ſuch 
ordinances © have an excellent uſe; and, in 
« this mixed ſtate of things, are NEces- 
© SARY to maintain that order and de- 
e cency, which are ſo neceſſary for the regu- 
lation of the outward actions of men.” 4 


— 


Would Gop diſcourage thoſe things 
' which are NECESSARY to order and decency 
| 1 amongſt men? I ſhould much ſooner ſup- 
l poſe that Gop had commanded them; and 


act. ; EK ts — Wo. yy 


if * See Thelpthora paſſm. 
+ Page 41, t Page 40. 


that, 


— — A — » =o. * —_ 
-- Po” 9 


TIP" in. OE EINE 


— — 


n 


Tr <* — — oP 
n 


1 1 


that, if no ſuch command be to be found in 
expreſs terms, the records of it are off. 


When I found no direct written com- 
mand, I ſhould look about me into the 
world, and obſerve, if there were any ap- 
pearances, from which ſuch a #mmand 
might be fairly inferred : and when I had 
diſcovered; that ſome, marriage-form- or 
other, is adopted by all the world, and that 
this hath aways been the caſe; for ought 
that appears to the contrary, I ſhould con- 
clude, that it ar given. And with much 
greater confidence ſhould I thus conclude, . 
when I found, that ſacred hiſtory authenti- 
cates the practice from the beginning. 
When I had further ſeen, that the ſcrip- 
tures teſtify, that the ft rar, before 
perſonal- connection, had been united in a ſo- 
lemn manner by the Deity, who brought 
the woman to the man, preſented her to 
him, and gave them his divine and graci- 
on bleſſing upon their union; uo ſirſþrcion 
0) G would 
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would remain that the command might nat 
have been delivered; or, to expreſs. myſelf 
in the moſt modeſt terms, that the example 
was intended as a ſufficient proof of the 
will of the MosT Hion, and therefore, in 
all reſpects equivalent to a command. 
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But though I do believe, that ſuch a com- 


mand was actualiy given, and think 15 


the beſt way to account for the waiver ſality 


and conſtancy of the practice, the reader 


will draw his own coneluſion om the 
premiſes. | tity 


Vet I ſhall ever eſteem them, who ven» 
ture upon the perſonal-union without ar- 
riage or a previous form, after ſuch ſtrengt ih 
of argument for it, as daring profiigates, 
who fly in the face of the Almighty,  - 


I muſt always be of opinion, that. what 


God has dane, is as ſtrong an evidence at 
faſt of his enn any verbal injunction, 
| | On 
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On the other hand, could I ſuppoſe, that 
the Deity hath limited the buſineſs of 
marriage to the perſonal-union, I ſhould 
eſteem the whole married world, and alſo 
myſelf amongſt the reſt,, as. daring oppoſers 
of their Maker's will; and ſhould entreat 
the, unmarried, as they value the favour of 
Gon, to marry after the pattern of the 
poor innocent brutes : notwithſtanding it 
might eventually prove © the deſtruction of 
| all order and decency amongſt mankind :” 
looking forward to a world, where, as 
« they neither marry nor are given in mar- 
riage, the diſorders ariſing from theit obe- 
dience to the divine will, in this inftance, 
cannot poſſibly take place. | 


. ee I conclude, I would obſerve, that 
in the firſt matrimonial- union, there were 
all the circumſtances, which can be 
eſteemed e/ſential to a marriage, except 
one, namely, the want of witneſſes; who 
were wanting only from the neceſſutyof the 
caſe, There was, no doubt, the inolination 

of 
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of the parties towards each other ; there 
was the concurrence of him who alone had 
a right to diſpoſe of them in marriage ; 
there was the preſenting of the woman to 
the man: and there was the Being upon 
their union; and ell under the directiot of 
the GREAT Gop of heaven and cada. tlie 
UNIVERSAL LAWGIVER. f 


? 


| With this evidence I take leave of my 
reader ; and hope, if he hath ever enter- 
tained a doubt concerning the neceſſity of 

a matrimonial-form, he is by this time 
convinced, that the perſonal-union is un- 
lawful without one ; and therefore, that he 
doth nat contract marriage with an unbe- 
trotbed virgin whom he may force or fer 
duce : but is anſwerable for a great and 


ERRAT A. Page 64, J. 5, for be read we. — Page 573 
J. 20, fer conſult their, read conſult his. 
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